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} submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking|(the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numb
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

)] . The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their :
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own o
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First . '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoinis a broadcaster

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids mposntlon of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ,

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadeasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. '

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
* squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presepce whenever a station is on the air and, (b) hy further restricting main studio location choices.
Ralsmg eoSts with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
' public interast.

. We urge the FCC not.to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R T

ng (ihe
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nurﬁber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adviceé from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
uncanstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster:
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

\ 4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed-mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

1 squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising.costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
. staff presence Whenever a station is on the air and, (§) by further restricting main studio location choices.

. ‘Rais‘il;lg costs \&ith‘*these praposals would force service outbacks — and curtailed-service is contrary to the

pubfi¢ interest. '

- We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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VR

{ submlt the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, FGC MA\LROOM

."A number of

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do se — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dgn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First ' ?‘
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, 1
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. . ‘

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster | '

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery:
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. *

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal ‘
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themseives would amount te coercion of w
religious broadcasiers. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they’ !
correspond fo their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentiaily ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. -

»

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or palicies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Nofice of Proposed ulemMng (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, {o take advice from i
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dan't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dlctatlng what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has 1
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion. !

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
consfitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expenswe and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular ‘
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further ‘
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. -

We urge the FCC not to.adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rilemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

\_ROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. mber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. :
(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, ratherthan allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First .
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) - The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not.establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain clagses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is ofi.the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising cogts with these proposals would- foree service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, p}oeedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of ‘
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. |

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R léﬁ@@g me
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ‘ Al LHOO

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own |
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First ‘
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, !
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ‘

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has i
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govermment agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be ;
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal |
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of 1
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary. to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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“NPRM"), released Jan 24 ‘2008, in- MBrDocket No 04-233. " ‘

Rulemakrng (the’

1 submijt the followrng comments in response to the Lopalrsm!Notrce of Propos

cgwap &msrecrm { :

APR 7 2008

~ N Al

Any new FCC rules, pollcles or procedures must not \uolaté First Amendment ri number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM,if enacted wotld do so— -"and must not be adopted

\ .
(1) . The FCC must not force radro statrons, especrally religious broadcasters, to take advice from ;
people who do'not share thelr values. The NPRM's propesed advrsory bgard-preposals would impgse such

. unconstitutional mandates. - Religious.broadcasters who resist ad‘vrce from those who don't share, Jheir

values could face increased harassment, complairits and even,loss of license for thoosing to follow their own
consciences, tather than. allowmg lncompatrb[e vrewpomts to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohrbrts .govemment incliding the FCC, from dlctatmg‘what vrewpomts a broadcaster
partrcularly a relrglbus "broadcaster must present; - - .-

(2

.The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public fortim where anyone and everyone has

+ nghts, toralrtr,me Prepésed publrc access requnrements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscrentreusly objects to the message.- - The First Amendment forbrds lmposrtron of message ,dthery
mandates on any rellgron. ' ’

@

¢ B ’

The FCC must not force revelatlon of specrf c edrtonal declsron-makmg rnformatron The choice

. oftprogrammlng, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by:anyigovermment agency — and

)

_ stations. Keepugmthe electricity flowing {s'often a challenge..” Yet, thé Commission proposés to-further .

proposa s'to force reporting on such things as who producedwhat programs-would mtru.de on .
consﬂtutrgnally-protected edrtonal chorces ' . . C

4 . The FCC must rot establlsh a two-tiered renewal system in whrch certam llcensees would be
automatrcally barred from routine renewal application processirig. The proposed mangatory special renewat
review of certain classes of applicants by thé Commissioners themselve$ would.amount to coercion of .
rej,gleus broad¢asters. “Thoese who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
co“rrespgnd té therr‘belrefs eould face long, expensrve and potentially ruinous renewal proceedlngs

Many Chrrstran broadcasters operate oh trght budgets, as. do many smaller market secular

squeeze niche and.smallér. market broadcasters, by substantially, rarsmg coéts iri-two ways: (a) by requiring.
s fﬁpresencetwhenever ‘a station is on the air and, (b) by further restiicting main studio tocatron choices.
Ralsmg costs With these pmposals Wwould force servrce cutbacks and eurtailed service is contraryto the
pubhc mterest

. .
4 . . .

We urge. the FCC nofto adopt rules, prqcedures or pohcres dlscussed above
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“We urge the FCC not to adobf rules, procedures or policies discussed above. ’ ‘1

- il submitthe: followmg comrpents in response, to, ﬂye#Lecallsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng

(the“NPRII"), released Jagi. 24 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, |

.Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rlghts A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for!
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. g

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone haé
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcasteh
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Arggadment forbids imposition of message - |
delivery mandates on any religion. ‘[

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specmc editorial decision-making information. The ch0|c
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government l
agency — gnd proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would '
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices. |

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular |
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further,
squeeze: niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by;
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks and curtalled
service is contrary to the public interest.
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1'submit-the following commeiits: i m res*pe se- to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
" (thie*NPRIA"), released J4h t24 2008, in'MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
' proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from .
_people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even Idss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
.conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting-on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
‘sfations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. .

.We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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1 submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

({fhe“NPRM”), réleased Jan. 24, 2008; in MB Dockét No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, pohcnes or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio 'stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advnsory board -proposals would '
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints. and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ‘everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do'so - even'if a religious . broadcaster
conscientiously objectsto the message. The First Amendment forblds imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelatlon of specn‘" ¢ editorial dec:snon-makmg information. The chonce
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things'as who produced what programs would:
intrude on constltuflonally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Chrlshan broadcasters dperate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio

‘location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks and curtailed

service is con’trary fo the pubhc mterest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments.ifi Résponse to Logalisin Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MEB Docket No. 04-233 ' ;

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased hagassment, complaints and even loss of licenge for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatiblé viewpoints to shapeithelr pregramming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specn" ¢ editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially rehglous programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular |
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt yles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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'MB Dodkat No. 044233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng {the
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. :

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
paticularly a religious-broadcaster, n}"ust present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even'if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of-programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals {0 force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally bagred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certajh classes of 2 appllcants by the ‘Commlssronersithemselves would amount to coercion of
rellglous :broadcasters; "Fhose who stay, true to their conseiences. and present only the messages they
correspond to their Beliefs could face long, expensive atid potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. .Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in‘two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location- choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We‘,,grge the FGC net to adopt rules, precedures of, pO]ICleS drscussed above.
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. klng (the s
“NPRM") released Jan. 24, 2008 in MB: Docket No 04-233 - FCG -M A“_HQOM
' B Any new FCC rules, pollqres or procedures must not vnolate FII’St Amendment rights. A numberof  °. .
proposals dnscussed in the NE?RM if enacted would do so and miust not be adopted.~ o

N .. (1) . The FCC must not force radio stauons especislly rehglous broadcasters, to take advice from
. people who do not'share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisoty board proposals would i impose such
. unconstitutional mandates. Religious.broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t sharé their . -
values could face increased harassmerit, complaints and even loss of license for cheosing to follow their own -
* consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Rirst . R
. Amendment prehibits govemnment, including the-FCC; from drctatmg what viewpoints a broadcaster, Lo
. ) partrcularly a rellglbus broadcaster. must present - . . ’ .

.o - (@ - The FCC must not turn.every radlo,statron into a public: forum where anyone ; and everyone has

. .. rights to air time. ‘Proposed ‘public access requirements would doso—~evenifa rehglous broadcaster '
censcrentrously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbll:!s imposition of message dehvery '
mandates on any religion. S '

. ’ ’ '
' ¢ . . .

L '(3) .. - TheFCC must not ferce revelatron of specnf' c editorial. decnsron-maklng inforimation. The choice ‘ N
- of programmmg, espemally religious pregramrhing, is not properly dictated by any-government ‘agency = and : \
“ :proposals to force'repér ing on such things as who' produt:ed what programs would intrude on™ o ' '
. cpnstxtutlanally protect ‘editdrial chmces : o
4. - The FCC must not estabhsh a two-tiered Tengwal systenti in. whlch cértain llcensees would be ' -
automatrcally barred ftom routineg’ renewal application proeessing., The proposed mandatory speclal renewal . . .
revielw ef certain classes.of appheants by the Gommrssxoners themselves would amount to coercion of - o
rellgleus broadcasters Those Who stay true to.their consciences and present only the méssages they: . -
-oorrespond to- erfﬁnehefs could face long, expensnve and potentially: ruinous renewal proceedings. .

() R Many Christiap- broadcasters operate on. tight budgets, as do many smaller. market seéular o
' statlons Keeping the-electricity- ﬂowmg is often a chalienge. Yet, the. Commussnon-proposes to further . .-
. sQueeze nlchegand s;naller market. broadcasters by.substantially raising cdsts in two ways: (a) by tequiring
st“aff presence: whegever anstatlon is on te aif and, (b) by-further restricting mdin studio location.choices.
-« _, Raising costs'With | these proposdls would force servrce cutbacks ~ and curtarled servrce is contrary to the , .
' public mterest . N . . ' v
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mandates, on any religion.

' cel‘respond to\thelr behefs could:face long, expenswe and potentraily ndinous renewal praceedings.,

' We urge the FCC not to- adopt rufes procedures or. polrcres discussed ahove

N subrr;nt the followrng comments in response to the Localrsm.Notlce of Proposed Rulem king (the
“NPRM”), reledsed Jan. 24, 2008 |n MB Docket Nd. 04-233.

" Any new FCC rules, palicies or. procedures must not vrolate Fust Amendment nghts, A n!
proposals diséussed in the NPRM, if enacted Would do so — and must not be adepted. - °
@y - The FCC must not force radro statrons- ‘especially relrgroue broadcasters to take:advice from .
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board"proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Relrglous broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't shareitheir

values could face increased harassment, complaints-and even logs of hcense for choosrng to follow theirown . -

censciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to: -shape their programrnmg The First
Amendment prohibits. govemment ~mclud|ng the FCC, from drctatlng ‘what vrewpornts a broadcaster,
partlcularly a religious’ broadcaster, must present, -\
(2) The FCC must not tumn every radrp station rnto a pubhc forum where anyone and everyone has '
nghts toair time. Proposed public access requirements would do §0~even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously. objects tothe message: The First Amendment forblds |mposrt|on of message delivery

A N ’ < ' v

3. - The FCC must not force, revelation of specrf' ic editorial decrsron-makmg lnformatlon The choice .

f *programming,, especially religious programmrng, is not properly dictated by any«govemment agency — —and
proposals to ferce reporting-an sgich things as who produced what programs would mtrude on
consbtutronally—protected edrtonal choices.

(4) . The Fcce must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whlch certain Ircensees would be
autematlcally barred from routing renewal application processing. . The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of.certain cfasses of. apphcants by the. Commrssroners Jthemsejyes would amount to coercion of |
religious. broadcasters, Those whp stay:true to; thelr consciences ang present-only the méssages they -

(5) ‘ Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many sma“ller market secular '

“stations. Keeprng the' electncrty .ﬂowrng is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission prbposes to fqrther -
) squeeze-mche .and smallerrmarket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two 'ways: (a) by requiring " .

staff. presence, when‘éver arstatiohiis on the airand, (b) by further réstricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs With thése preposals»would force servrce cutbacks and curtailed service is contrary tothe

publrc interest: o , . Lo .
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“NPRM"), released Jan 24 2008 inMB Docket No. 04-233

. Any new FCC fules, policies or procedures must not vrolate First Amendment nghfs A number of
. proposals drscussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do S0 — and must not be adopted.
— OF “The'FCC must not farce radio stations, especially rellglous broadcasters "to take advice from
people -who do not share ‘their values. The NPFRM’s proposed advisofy board propgsals would i impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share 'their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosrng to follow thelr own
, consciences, rather:than allowing mcompatrble viewpoints to shape their progra;nmmg “The First '
- . Armendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dlctatmg what wewpomts a broadcaster,
N partlcularly a religious broadcaster, must present. )
(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyongé and everyone has ‘-
.rights to air time. Propeséd public access requirements would do so— evenif a religious broadcaster -
consciehtiously objects to the message. - The FirstlAmendment i’orbtds |mposrt|on of message dehvery
mandates on any religion. S . \
Co (3) The' FCC must not force revelation of specrf c editorial decision-making mformatlon The choice
. . of programming, especrally religiousprogramming, is not properly dictated by any: .govemment agency —and .
- ) proposals fo force reporting on such thifigs as who produced whait programs would mtrude on ;s
T~ constrtutlonally-protected editoria} chorces . '
(4) L The FCC must ot establish a two-tiered renewal system i iri which certain llcensees would be :
automatlcally barred:from routine renewal application procegsing. ‘The propésed mandatory special renewal "
* * reyiew of certain classes of appligants, by the Gommlssloners themselves would amount to cdercion of ‘ -
relrglous broadcasters Those whb $taytrue to their consciences-and present only thie messages they
‘correspond to their Beliefs- could\face {ong, expensnleand potentlally ruineus renewal proceedrngs N

S (5) Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, ag do many smaller market sec‘ular
statronst Keeping tha .electricity ﬂowmg isoften.a challenge. Yet, the Commrssron proposes to further . oo T
-squeeze riiche and smdller: market broadcasters, by substantrally rarsmg costs in two ways: (a) by fequiring - ’
‘ staff presence whenevér astation-is on the air and, ( (b) by ﬁrrther-reslnctlng mair studlo lecatron choicgs., \
b Ralsmg costs wrth these pmposals would forcé servrce cUtbacks and curtailed service is confrary to the ) :
publrc interest. ‘ -
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" 1 submit the followmg comments in respanse to the Lo,.callsm Notlce of Proposed Rulem kin'g@e-MA“—RQOM .
. “NPRM"Y), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. -

" .
. Any new FCec rules, policies or. procedures must not vnolate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals dlscussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so — and must not Be adopted ' .

1) The FCC must not force radio statmns. especially rehgqous broadcasters to take advice from " . -
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s propesed adwsory 'board}proposalstould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious. broadcasters who resist advlc% from'those:who. ldon't shareitheir - -

values could face increased harassment’ complaints and 'even less-of: licensé for choo smgto follow their own
‘censciences, rather than, allowing mcompatlblelwewpomts to shap_e their programl'nmg The First - o -
Amendment prohibits govemment including the FEC, from dlctatmg‘ what wewpomts a broadcaster .
partlcularly a religious broadcaster. must present . .

(2) - The FCC must not turn every radlo statlon |nto g public forum whiere anyoneeand everyone has
. rights to airtime. PrOposed publlc acces$ reqmrements would: doaso evenl;f a rellgl,,,s broadcaster

consclentlously objects {0 the message.  The ‘Flrst Amendment’forbxds Jlmposltlonloffmessage dehvery

mandates on any religion, . - . . .

. T -(3) The FCC must not force: revelatlon of specnf' c edltomal decusron-makmg mformatlon The choxce
’ of, programmlng.'esoemally religious. programmmg, is not properly dictated by any- govemment agency apd
propgsals to force reporting on such things- as who produced what pregrams: would mtrude on - '

constltutlonallyaprotected edrtorial cholces
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) S (SRR The FCC must not e_stabllsh a twe-tlered renewal system in-which certain hcensees would be -
. automallcally barred fiom:routine renewal applrcatjon,processmg The pronosed mandatory special renewal
réview of.certain classes of ‘app }oants by the' Gemmissioners £ "*lr l\Les would' amount 1o coercion of °
AN " religious broadcasters. Those wiio stay true totheir codsclences and present only the messages they
' . corespond to their beliefs oouldufaoe long, expensrvé afid potehﬁally?rumous renewal proceedmgs

’
‘ s (5~) . Mahy Chnstlan broadcasters opétate ¢ on trght budgets, astlo many smaller market secular
Cr statrons Keep,lng the electrlcltylﬂowmgllrsloﬁen g hallenge,~ ‘Yetzth‘e Commlssmn propoeses: Yofurther
: " squeeze niche and smaller market roadca‘sters.aby‘substantlally taising costs jn two ways: (a) by requiring s i
, staff presence- wWhetiever: a*statloms«onlthe alr'andpx(b) by further*rest‘nctlng miain studio locatlon choices. " -
s . Ralsmgicosts with theselproposals would force serwce s cutbacks — and curtaijled serwce |s ‘contrary to the - :
publlc lnterest _ .

r * . . .
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' Welurge»the ECC not to adopt rules procedures o pohmes dlscussed 'above .
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I submit the followmg comments in response to the Locallsm Notlce of Proposed Rule

o amakin X 0.0‘8
“NPRM") released Jan. 24, 2008 inMB Docket No. 04,_233 . %@t}e 72

EoEHAILROOM |

v Any new FCC rules, pollcles or procedures .must not vnolate Flrst Amendment nghts.
proposals discussed in.the NPRM if. enacted would do so =~ and must not be adopted L

(1) The FCC must not farce radio statlons, especually rellglous broadcasters, to take advice from

' people who do not share their valties. The NPRM's proposed advisofy board propesals would impose such .
. unconstitutional’ manda(tes. Rellglous broadcasters who resust advice from those.who don’t share their

values could fate increased. harassmeht complaints and evén loss of licenserfor choosing to follow théir own

) * cpnsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programmlng The First .
[ Amendment prohibits' government, including the FCC, from dictating what vnewpolnts a broadcaster ' ‘
O partlbularly a réligious broadcaster, must-present. , ' A

' (2) ¥ The FCL musthot must not tum eveyy, radio station into-a publlc forum Where anyone and- everyone has . T
rights to air time. Propesed public access requirements would do, so-— even if a religious broadca'ster '
consclentlously objegts to the message “The First Amendment forblds |mposmon -of message delivery

: mandates on any religion,

-

-

S (3) " The FCE must not force revelatlon of specific editorial demsmn-maklng mforrnatxon The chonce
. “of; programmmg, es;aecnally rellglous programwhing, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency ~ and
s proposals toférce reporting on suchﬂthmgs as who produoed what programs would intrude on C
., : constltutlonally-protected edltonal choices. .
. (4) Co The FCC imust not establlsh a two-tlered renewal system in whlch certain llcensees ‘would be
: autqmahcally barred from toutlneirenewal appllcatlon processing. Tk e\propesed mandatory speclal renewal
L . review of cettain classes» ofﬁapphoants by;the O*ommlssmners themselves would .a@mount to coercion of
M rel@eusibroad'cas IS Those vefto stay;true to thelr ‘consciences gnd present only the messages they’
. oorrespond tor \thembellefs eoul'dlface long,, expenswe and potentially ruinous renéwal proceedlngs Ct o

'(5) - Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular o - ]

' statlons Keeping theelectnc:ty flowingils often a challenge Yet; the Commission proposes to further ) v

- . squeeze nlche‘fand smaller: markLét broagcasters, by substantially raising cosfs'in two ways: (a) by requiring .
< N staff‘presence y enever.a tatlonll ‘onithe air.and, (b) hy further restricting rhain studio location choices. . . '

| - Ralsmg-\costs jwith- thesezproposals ould force service cutbacks and curtailed serv:ce is contrary to the ‘

. publlc interest. o, .
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. N ¢ ‘submit the followirig comments in résponse to the Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking (the

., °" "NPRM) released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No: 04-233. . ., . FCC MAILBOON

. Any riew FCC rules, policies or procedures must,not vrolate Frrst Amendment nghts A nUmber of
' proposals discussed in- the NPRM if enacted, would do so—and must not be’ adopted - _ - . j )

1) . "TheFecC must not force radio statrons. especrally relrglous broad‘casters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The:NPRM's proposed advrsory board {préposals would Impose such~
' unconstitutional mandates. Relrgrous broadcasters:who resist advrce from those who.don't shareitheir i '
-values could face increased harasSment complamts and even loss of llcense for choosmg to fallow- theirown * ' ”
v - consgiences, rather-than allowrng incompatible viewpoints to shape therr progtammrng The First o
Ainendiment prohibits government, including the FCC from drctatl‘ng what wewpornts a broadcaster, . .
. partlcularly a rellgrous broadcaster, must present. . v I

(2) The FCC must not turn ‘every radio station rnto a publlc forum where anyone -and everyone has
. - -rights.to-air time." Proposed public, access requirerhents would do so—even if a relrglous broadcaster

s conscientiously objeets to the message The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery. .
. mandates on any relrgron ) ) _ LT

’ !
[y

9 . The-FCC must not force revelation of specﬁ' c edrtonal decrsron-makrng rnformatron Jhe, choice -
of, proqmmmlng, especially rellgreus .programmrng, is not preperly dictated by any government agency— and ‘
.. proposals to fofce re;‘oortrng pn siieh things as who preduced what; aprograms would mtrude on:
: constrtutronally=protected edltonal choices. |, N

. ’ (4) b The FCC must not estabhsh a two-tlered renewal system in.which certam licensees would be L
' ' autematrcally barred from fouting renewa} applrcatren precessirig. The proposed ‘mandatory special renewal
. reyiew of certaln classes of apphcan“ts by the Commissioners themsejves would:amount fo coercion of -
P reirgrous broadcaste‘r‘s Those who stay true to their consclences and present only the méssages they
e cee .cerrespond to therr beliefs: ceuldrface long, expensrve and potentrally ruinous rene_wal proceedrngs B
.(5) -+ Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, asdo many smaller market secular | -
stations. Keeping the eleclricity \ﬂowmg is.often a challenge. Yet, the GommiSsion proposes to further
squeeze nicheiand smaller market broadcasters, by substantially. raising costs i in two ways: (a) by requiring -
staff presence whenever a,station is on the air and, (b) by further-réstricting main studic location choices. -
. Ralsmg costs With thése- proposals would force servrce cutbacks — and curtarled service is contrar_y tothe
Public mterest . :
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' 1 submlt the followmg comments;rn re penseﬁto the Localrsm Notice of Proposed Rulema tng (the
T “NPRM") released Jan 24, 2008, in MB Bcc et No 04-233. T -

e ' FCC-MAlLH@QM

Any new FCC rules polrcles or procedures must not vrolate Flrst Amendment rights. A numeE
proposals drchssed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so ~ and-mdist not be adopted 4 T
' (1) The FCC must not force-radio statlons. especrally rel| ous broadcas'iers to take advice from
N - people who do.not share their valdes. The NPRN_I 's.proposed adwspry board proposalswould impose such’
. unconstitutional mandates: Rellglous broadcasters who-resist advice from those who don’t share their
.  values could fage ingreased harassinent, complaints and even loss of license for choosing.to follow their own
. consciencesy rather than allcwmg lncempatrble,vrewpomts to shape their pregrammrng The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, rncludlng tie FEC, from drctatlng.what vrewpolnts a broadcasfer
Jparticularly a. rellglous broadcastér; must?present e . r

‘ (2) The FCC must not tum every radlo statrcn intoa. publlc forum where anyone and everyone has
- . rights to airtime. Proposed publrc access requrreméhts wouldde soﬁ-— evenifa relrgrous‘broadcaster

s

-

. relrgrcusﬂbreadcastens These

(3) - The FCC mustnot f%rce fevelation of specnf ic edltonal decision:-making mformatlon The choice
';ajly’rellgrous}prggrammlng, is not properly dictated-by any govemment agency, ~ and
ting:on sgch things-dsiwho produced what*programs would mtrude on :

ofgprogrammlng. espe
progesals to force 1epe
censlrtutranally-protected e;lltonal choideés.' *
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" conscientiously, ebjects tothe 'm_éssage' The Flrst Amendmentlforbrds lmposmon 'of message delivery
_ mandates on. any rellgron. - :
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(4) . The FCe must not establrshy,a twe-tlered, renewal system i whrch certain licensees would be

auto.matlcally barred from sou tjnelrenewal appllcafromprecessmg LR
i ligal ‘ts by~the Commlssroners themselves woirld amount to coercion-of
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 : |
: . L . . APR T 2008

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulgmaking (the |

“NPRM™, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . o
FCC-MAILROOM;,
‘ Of [

Any new FCC rules, palicies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights.
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory beard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular i
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further |
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring |
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. |
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U@w No. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
16 k{ —333 proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

4] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own ‘
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints fo shape their programming. The First {
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, *
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ‘

@) The FCG must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and sveryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The cholice
of programming, especially religious pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and ‘
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on f.
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
— ..~ - _- autematically barred-from-routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spegcial renewal’

review of certain-classes of applicants by.the-Gammissionerstthemselves would amount to coercion of

religioug:broadeasters. Those who stay. true to flieir conseiences and present only the-messages they

correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian brogdcasters operate-on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuthacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the j‘
public interest. i
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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éo]nments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, |

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of {
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from |
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such ‘
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must hot turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — eveh if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

U E

- - (3) - The-FCC mustnot-force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not.properly. digtéted By any-gevernment éyé"fl.'“cy - and
proposals to force reporting on stch things-as who produced wh‘aﬁt*b&?@@ram’s‘ would intriide on

constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FGC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they [
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewai proceedings. :

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MDD et 0. 04-I33
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

o)) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for cheosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air fime. Propased public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. :

) _The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wouid be

~  automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewai
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB boexei No,', u4-:z33 X
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"); released dan: 24, 2008, m MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new Fee rules polrmes or procedures muist not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do sc - and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present. :

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a publrc forum where anyone and everyone has
rights, to.gir tlme. Propdsedjpub!rc a’ccess«reqmrer%ﬁnts would 0J50 - evefr'if a religious broadcaster
conserenﬂeuslwobjecfs-to thie-méssage. < The Fi lrs, memdme ferE“lds impasition of message delivery

mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrflc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especnally religious programmmg, is not properly drctated by any government agency - and N

I

constltutronally-protected editorial choides. e, 3
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4 The FCG.must not estabhshna t\No—tlered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatleally barredgﬂ;om routme;reneng appllcallga;processmg “The propesed mandatory special renewal
reviely oficertain-classes of appligaits: by‘the@om‘mls’smners therisélves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true td their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often achallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

- staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

.

& not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MH IJOCKet No. U4-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, pohmes or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

4} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't shate their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own

consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights fo air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The. First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandales on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice

of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —and

proposals to force reporting on such things as Who produced what programs would mtrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically b@rred from routnne%renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review.of gertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themsélves would amount to coercion of
rehglous broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedmgs

(5) ' Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Y

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,
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